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U.S. Customs Service 


Treasury Decisions 


(T.D. 81-118) 


Cotton, Wool and Manmade Fiber Textile Products—Restriction on 
Entry 


Restriction on entry of cotton, wool and manmade fiber textile products manu- 
factured or produced in Mexico 


There are published below directives of October 2, October 22, and 
December 18, 1980, received by the Commissioner of Customs from 
the Chairman, Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agree- 
ments, concerning restriction on entry of cotton, wool and manmade 
fiber textile products in certain categories manufactured or produced in 
Mexico. These directives amend, but do not cancel, that Commit- 
tee’s directive of December 18, 1979 (T.D. 80-53). 

These directives were published in the Federal Register on Octo- 
ber 7, October 27, and December 24, 1980 (45 FR 66491, 45 FR 
66492,45 FR 70960 and 45 FR 85142), by the Committee. 

(QUO-2-1) 

Dated: April 30, 1981. 

Ricuarp R. Rossrris, 
Acting Director, Duty Assessment Division. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., August 29, 1980. 


Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements 


ComMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 20229. 

Dear Mr. CommissIonEr: This directive amends, but does not 
cancel, the directive of December 14, 1979 from the Chairman, 
Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements, concerning 
imports into the United States of certain cotton, wool and man- 
made fiber textile products, produced or manufactured in Singapore. 

1 
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Under the terms of the Arrangement Regarding International 
Trade in Textiles done at Geneva on December 20, 1972, as ex- 
tended on December 15, 1977; pursuant to the Bilateral Cotton, 
Wool and Man-Made Fiber Textile Agreement of September 21 
and 22, 1978, as amended, between the Governments of the United 
States and the Republic of Singapore; and in accordance with the 
provisions of Executive Order 11651 of March 3, 1972, as amended 
by Executive Order 11951 of January 6, 1977, you are directed to 
prohibit, effective on August 29, 1980, and for the twelve-month 
period beginning on January 1, 1980 and extending through De- 
cember 31, 1980, entry into the United States for consumption and 
withdrawal from warehouse for consumption of cotton textile prod- 
ucts in Category 347/348, produced or manufactured in Singapore, 
in excess of the following adjusted level of restraint: 


Category Adjusted 12-month level of restraint } 

347/348 528,675 dozen of which not more than 
507,997 dozen shall be in category 347 
and not more than 203,032 dozen shall 
be in category 348. 


The action taken with respect to the Government of the Republic 


of Singapore and with respect to imports of cotton textile products 
from Singapore has been determined by the Committee for the Im- 


plementation of Textile Agreements to involve foreign affairs func- 
tions of the United States. Therefore, these directions to the Commis- 
sioner of Customs, which are necessary for the implementation of such 
actions, fall within the foreign affairs exception to the rule-making 
provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553. This letter will be published in the Federal 
Register. 

Sincerely, 


Ronatp I. Levin, 
Acting Chairman, Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements. 


U.S. DeparTMENT OF CoMMERCE, 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION, 
fashington, D.C., October 24, 1980. 
Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements 


ComMISSIONER OF CusTOMs, 
Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 20229. 


Dear Mr. CommissionEeR: On December 14, 1979, the Chairman 


1 The level of restraint has not been adjusted to reflect any imports after Dec. 31, 1979. 
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of the Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements 
directed you to prohibit entry for consumption, or withdrawal from 
warehouse for consumption during the 12-month period which began 
on January 1, 1980 and extends through December 31, 1980 of cotton, 
wool and man-made fiber textile products, produced or manufactured 
in Singapore, in certain specified categories, in excess of designated 
levels of restraint. The Chairman further advised you that the levels 
of restraint are subject to adjustment.! 

Under the terms of the Arrangement Regarding International 
Trade in Textiles done at Geneva on December 20, 1973, as extended 
on December 15, 1977: pursuant to the Bilateral Cotton, Wool and 
Man-Made Fiber Textile Agreement of September 21 and 22, 1978, 
as amended, between the Governments of the United States and the 
Republic of Singapore; and in accordance with the provisions of 
Executive Order 11651 of March 3, 1972, as amended by Executive 
Order 11951 of January 6, 1977, you are directed to prohibit, effective 
on November 5, 1980, and for the 12-month period beginning on Jan- 
uary 1, 1980 and extending through December 31, 1980, entry into 
the United States for consumption and withdrawal from warehouse 
for consumption of cotton textile products in Categories 347/348, 
produced or manufactured in Singapore, in excess of the following 
adjusted level of restraint. The sublimits for the category are being 
dropped for the current agreement year. 


Category Adjusted 12-month level of restraint 2 
347/348 644,412 dozen 


The actions taken with respect to the Government of the Republic 
of Singapore and with respect to imports of cotton textile products from 
Singapore have been determined by the Committee for the Implemen- 
tation of Textile Agreements to involve foreign affairs functions of the 
United States. Therefore, these directions to the Commissioner of 
Customs, which are necessary for the implementation of such actions, 
fall within the foreign affairs exception to the rule-making provisions 
of 5 U.S.C. 558. This letter will be published in the Federal Register. 

Sincerely, 
Epwarp GortTrFRizD, 
Acting Chairman, Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements. 


1 The term “adjustment’’ refers to those provisions of the Bilateral Cotton, Wool and Man-Made Fiber 
Textile Agreement of Sept. 21 and 22, 1978, as amended, between the Governments of the United States 
and the Republic of Singapore which provide, in part, that: (1) within the aggregate and applicable group 
limits, specific limits and sublimits may be exceeded by designated percentages; (2) specific levels may be 
increased for carryover and carryforward up to 11 percent of the applicable category limit; and (3) adminis- 
trative arrangements or adjustments may be made to resolve minor problems arising in the implementation 
of the agreement. 

2 The levels of restraint has not been adjusted to reflect any imports after Dec. 31, 1979. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., December 30, 1980. 


Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements 


ComMISSIONER OF CusTOMS, 
Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 20229. 

Dear Mr. Commissioner: On December 14, 1979, the Chairman 
of the Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements 
directed you to prohibit entry for consumption, or withdrawal from 
warehouse for consumption during the twelve-month period which 
began‘on January 1, 1980 and extends through December 31, 1980 of 
cotton, wool and man-made fiber textile products, produced or 
manufactured in Singapore, in certain specified categories, in excess of 
designated levels of restraint. The Chairman further advised you that 
the levels of restraint are subject to adjustment.’ 

Under the terms of the Arrangement Regarding International Trade 
in Textiles done at Geneva on December 20, 1973, as extended on 
December 15, 1977; pursuant to the Bilateral Cotton, Wool and 
Man-Made Fiber Textile Agreement of September 21 and 22, 1978, as 
amended, between the Governments of the United States and Singa- 
pore; and in accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 11651 
of March 3, 1972, as amended by Executive Order 11951 of January 6, 
1977, you are directed to prohibit, effective on January 9, 1981 and 
for the twelve-month period beginning on January 1, 1980 and extend- 
ing through December 31, 1980, entry into the United States for con- 
sumption and withdrawal from warehouse for consumption of cotton 
textile products in Category 317, produced or manufactured in 
Singapore, in excess of 14,740,272 square yards.” 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of Republic of 
Singapore and with respect to imports of cotton textile products from 
Singapore have been determined by the Committee for the Imple- 
mentation of Textile Agreements to involve foreign affairs functions of 
the United States. Therefore, these directions to the Commissioner of 
Customs, which are necessary for the implementation of such actions, 


1 The term “adjustment” refers to those provisions of the Bilateral Cotton Textile Agreement of Sept. 21 
and 22, 1978, as amended, between the Governments of the United States and the Republic of Singapore 
which provide, in part, that: (1) within the aggregate and applicable group limits, specific limits and sub- 
limits may be exceeded by designated percentages; (2) specific levels may be increased for carryover and 
catryforward up to 11 percent of the applicable category limit; and (3) administrative arrangements or 
adjustments may be made to resolve minor problems arising in the implementation of the agreement. 

2 The level of restraint has not been adjusted to reflect any imports after Dec. 31, 1979. 





CUSTOMS 5 


fall within the foreign affairs exception to the rule-making provisions of 
5 U.S.C. 553. This letter will be published in the Feprrat Reaister. 
Sincerely, 


Paut T. O’Day, 
Chairman, Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements. 


(T.D. 81-119) 


Cotton Textile Products—Restriction on Entry 


Restriction on entry of cotton textile products manufactured or produced in 
Singapore 

There are published below directives of August 29, October 24 and 
December 30, 1980, received by the Commissioner of Customs from 
the Chairman, Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agree- 
ments, concerning restriction on entry of cotton textile products in 
certain categories manufactured or produced in Singapore. These 
directives amend, but do not cancel, that Committee’s directive of 
December 14, 1979 (T.D. 80-50). 

The directives were published in the Federal Register on Sep- 
tember 4, 1980 (45 FR 58741), October 29, 1980 (45 FR 64228), and 
January 6, 1981 (46 FR 1331), by the Committee. 

(QUO-2-1) 

Dated: April 30, 1981. 

Ricuarp R. Rosetti, 
Acting Director, Duty Assessment Division. 


U.S. DEPARTMENT oF CoMMERCE, 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., October 2, 1980. 


Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements 


ComMMISSIONER OF CusTOMS, 
Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 20229. 

Dear Mr. Commissioner: This directive further amends, but 
does not cancel, the directive issued to you on December 18, 1980 
by the Chairman, Committee for the Implementation of Textile 
Agreements, concerning imports into the United States of certain 
cotton and man-made fiber textile products, produced or manufac- 
tured in Mexico. 

Under the terms of the Arrangement Regarding International 
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Trade in Textiles done at Geneva on December 20, 1973, as ex- 
tended on December 15, 1977; pursuant to the Bilateral Cotton, 
Wool and Man-Made Textile Agreement of February 26, 1979, as 
amended, between the Governments of the United States and Mexico; 
and in accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 11651 of 
March 3, 1972, as amended by Executive Order 11951 of January 6, 
1977, you are directed to prohibit, effective on October 7, 1980, and 
for the 12-month period beginning on January 1, 1980 and extending 
through December 31, 1980, entry into the United States for con- 
sumption and withdrawal from warehouse for consumption of cotton 
and man-made fiber textile products in the following categories, pro- 
duced or manufactured in Mexico in excess of the following levels of 
restraint: 


Category Amended 12-month level of restraint } 
359 652,174 pounds. 
604 (only 

TSUS. 

No. 310.5049) 914,634 pounds. 


The actions taken with respect to the Government of Mexico 
and with respect to imports of cotton and man-made fiber textile 
products from Mexico have been determined by the Committee for 
the Implementation of Textile Agreements to involve foreign affairs 
functions of the United States. Therefore, these directions to the 
Commissioner of Customs, which are necessary for the implementa- 
tion of such actions, fall within the foreign affairs exception to the 
rule-making provisions of 5 U.S.C. 553. This letter will be published 
in the Federal Register. 

Sincerely, 
Pau T. O’Day, 
Chairman, Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements. 


U.S. DeparTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., October 2, 1980. 


Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements 


CoMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 20229. 
Dear Mr. Commissioner: This directive further amends, but does 
not cancel, the directive issued to you on December 18, 1979, by the 


1 The levels of restraint have not been adjusted to reflect any imports after Dec. 31, 1979. 
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Chairman, Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements, 
concerning imports into the United States of certain cotton, wool and 
man-made fiber textile products, produced or manufactured in Mexico. 

Under the terms of the Arrangement Regarding International 
Trade in Textiles done at Geneva on December 20, 1973, as extended 
on December 15, 1977; pursuant to the Bilateral Cotton, Wool and 
Man-Made Fiber Textile Agreement of February 26, 1979, as amended, 
between the Governments of the United States and Mexico; and in 
accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 11651 of March 3, 
1972, as amended by Executive Order 11951 of January 6, 1977, you 
are directed to prohibit, effective on October 7, 1980, and for the 
12-month period beginning on January 1, 1980 and extending through 
December 31, 1980, entry into the United States for consumption, 
and withdrawal from warehouse for consumption, of wool and man- 
made fiber textile products in the following categories, produced or 
manufactured in Mexico, in excess of the following levels of restraint: 


Category 12-month level of restraint } 


436 2,033 dozen. 
641 229,938 dozen. 


Textile products in Category 436 which have been exported to the 
United States prior to January 1, 1980 shall not be subject to this 
directive. 

Textile products in Category 436 which have been released from the 
custody of the U.S. Customs Service under the provisions of 19 U.S.C. 
1448(b) or 1484(a)(1)(A) prior to the effective date of this directive 
shall not be denied entry under this directive. 

In carrying out the above directions, the Commissioner of Customs 
should construe entry into the United States for consumption to 
include entry for consumption into the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of Mexico and 
with respect to imports of wool and man-made fiber textile products 
from Mexico have been determined by the Committee for the Imple- 
mentation of Textile Agreements to involve foreign affairs functions of 
the United States. Therefore, these directions to the Commissioner of 
Customs, which are necessary for the implementation of such actions, 
fall within the foreign affairs exception to the rule-making provisions 
of 5 U.S.C. 553. This letter will be published in the Federal Register. 

Sincerely, 
Paut T. O’Day, 
Chairman, Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements. 


1 The level of restraint has not been adjusted to reflect sny entries after Dec. 31, 1979. Imports during the 
January-July 1980 period have amounted to 1,610 dozen in Category 436. 


346-392 0 - 2 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE, 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., October 22, 1980. 


Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements 


ComMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 20229. 


Dear Mr. Commissioner: On December 18, 1979, the Chairman, 
Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements, directed 
you to prohibit entry during the twelve-month period beginning on 
January 1, 1980 and extending through December 31, 1980 of cotton, 
and man-made fiber textile products in certain specified categories, 
produced or manufactured in Mexico, in excess of designated levels of 
restraint. The Chairman further advised you that the levels of restraint 
are subject to adjustment.’ 

Under the terms of the Arrangement Regarding International Trade 
in Textiles done at Geneva on December 20, 1973, as extended on 
December 15, 1977; pursuant to the Bilateral Cotton, Wool and 
Man-Made Fiber Textile Agreement of February 26, 1979, as amended, 
between the Governments of the United States and Mexico; and in 
accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 11651 of March 3, 
1972, as amended by Executive Order 11951 of January 6, 1977, you 
are directed, effective on October 22, 1980, to increase the 12-month 
level of restraint for Category 641 to 281,020 dozen.? 

The action taken with respect to the Government of Mexico and 
with respect to imports of man-made fiber textile products from 
Mexico have been determined by the Committee for the Implementa- 
tion of Textile Agreements to involve foreign affairs functions of the 
United States. Therefore, these directions to the Commissioner of 
Customs, being necessary to the implementation of such actions, fall 
within the foreign affairs exception to the rule-making provisions of 
5 U.S.C. 553. This letter will be published in the Federal Register. 

Sincerely, 
Ronatp I. Levin, 
Acting Chairman, Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements. 


1 The term “adjustmen.” refers to those provisions of the Bilateral Cotton, Wool and Man-Made Fiber 
Textile Agreement of Feb. 26, 1979, as amended, between the Governments of the United States and Mexico 
which provide, in part, that: (1) specific limits or specific sublimits may be exceeded by not more than seven 
percent in any agreement period; (2) these same limits may be increased for carryover and carryforward up 
to 11 percent of the applicable category limit or sublimit; and (3) administrative arrangements or adjust- 
ments may be made to resolve minor problems arising in the implementation of the agreement. 

2 The level of restraint has not been adjusted to eflect any imports after Dec. #1, 1ycy. 
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U.S. DEPARTMENT oF CoMMERCE, 
INTERNATIONAL TRADE ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington, D.C., December 18, 1980. 


Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements 


ComMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Department of the Treasury, 
Washington, D.C. 20229. 


Dear Mr. Commissioner: On December 18, 1979, the Chairman, 
Committee for the Implementation of Textile Agreements, directed 
you to prohibit entry during the twelve-month period beginning on 
January 1, 1980 and extending through December 31, 1980 of cotton, 
and man-made fiber textile products in certain specified categories, 
produced or manufactured in Mexico, in excess of designated levels 
of restraint. The directive of December 18, 1979 was amended by 
a directive dated October 2, 1980 concerning wool textile products 
in Category 436. 

Under the terms of the Arrangement Regarding International 
Trade in Textiles done at Geneva on December 20, 1973, as extended 
on December 15, 1977; pursuant to the Bilateral Cotton, Wool and 
Man-Made Fiber Textile Agreement of February 26, 1979, as amended, 
between the Governments of the United States and Mexico; and in 
accordance with the provisions of Executive Order 11651 of March 3, 
1972, as amended by Executive Order 11951 of January 6, 1977, you 
are directed, effective on December 18, 1980, to increase the 12-month 
level of restraint established for Category 436 to 2,642 dozen.’ 

The actions taken with respect to the Government of Mexico and 
with respect to imports of wool textile products from Mexico have 
been determined by the Committee for the Implementation of Textile 
Agreements to involve foreign affairs functions of the United States. 
Therefore, these directions to the Commissioner of Customs, which 
are necessary for the implementation of such actions, fall within 
the foreign affairs exception to the rule-making provisions of 5 U.S.C. 
553. This letter will be published in the Federal Register. 

Sincerely, 
Paut T. O’Day, 
Chairman, Committee for the 
Implementation of Textile Agreements. 


1 The level of restraint has not been adjusted to reflect any imports after Dec. 31, 1979. 





CUSTOMS 


(T.D. 81-120) 
FIS-9-05-CM:F:A:0 


Reimbursable Services—Excess Cost of Preclearance Operations 


DEPARTMENT OF TH= TREASURY, 
OFFICE OF THE COMMISSIONER OF CUSTOMS, 
Washington, D.C., May 4, 1981. 
Notice is hereby given that pursuant to section 24.18(d), Customs 
Regulations (19 CFR 24.18(d)), the biweekly reimbursable excess 
costs for each preclearance installation are determined to be as set 
forth below and will be effective with the pay period beginning May 17, 
1981. 
Biweekly 
Installation: excess cost 
Montreal, Canada $16, 942 
Toronto, Canada 29, 581 
Kindley Field, Bermuda 6, 813 
Neseu, Bahanin Ilands. . .....2........2...-2 Be 18, 628 
Vancouver, Canada 
Winnipeg, Canada 
Freeport, Bahama Islands 
Calgary, Canada 
Edmonton, Canada 


Jack T. Lacy, 
Comptroller. 


(T.D. 81-121) 
Bonds 


Approval and discontinuance of Carrier’s Bonds, Customs Form 3587 


Bonds of carriers for the transportation of bonded merchandise 
have been approved or discontinued as shown below. The symbol 
“D” indicates that the bond previously outstanding has been discon- 
tinued on the month, day, and year represented by the figures which 
follow. “PB” refers to a previous bond, dated as represented by 
figures in parentheses immediately following, which has been discon- 
tinued. If the previous bond was in the name of a different company 
or if the surety was different, the information is shown in a footnote 
at the end of the list. 

Dated: May 4, 1981. 
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Name of principal and surety 


AAA Special Dispatch, Inc., Cargo Rd Door No. 19, 
Greater Cincinnati Airport, P.O.B. 75124, Cincin- 
nati, OH; motor carrier; St. Paul Fire & Marine 
Ins. Co. 


Aceves Trucking Co., 1038 12th St., Imperial Beach, 
CA; motor carrier; St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 


All-Pro Transport Lines Inc., 8900 N.W. 79th Ave., 
Miami, FL; motor carrier; St. Paul Fire & Marine 
Ins. Co. 


Barker Transportation, 224 Stratus, El Paso, TX; 
contract motor carier; American Employers 
Ins. Co. 


Brook Warehousing System, P.O. Box 506, Manville, 
NJ; motor carrier; Washington International Ins. 
Co. 

Caribbean Transportation, Inc., P.O.B. 015444, 
Miami, FL; motor carrier; St. Paul Fire & Marine 
Ins. Co. 


Clavin Express, Inc., 54 Water St., East Providence, 
RI; motor carrier; The Continental Ins. Co. 
D 3/31/81 


Burt Clifford Transport, 1202 Hwy 18E, Kingsville, 
Ontario, Canada; motor carrier; Royal Indemnity 
Co. 


Concord Trucking, Ltd., New Dayton, Alberta, 
Canada; motor carrier; The Actna Casualty & 
Surety Co. 

D 4/10/81 


Crescent Trucking, Inc., 120 Eastern Ave., Chelsea, 
MA; motor carrier; Peerless Ins. Co. 
(PB 2/21/78) D 3/5/81 1 


W. J. Digby, Inc. 6015 E. 58th Ave., Commerce City, 
CO; motor carrier; Old Republic Ins. Co. 
(PB 10/13/78) D 3/12/81 2 


G. F. C., Inc., 227 Old Dominion Dr., Charleston, SC: 
motor carrier; Aetna Casualty & Surety Co. 


Garafalo & Sons, Inc., 246 Johnson Ave., Jersey City, 
NJ; motor carrier; St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 
D 12/8/80 


Intermodal Services, Inc., 11650 Courthouse Blvd., 
Inver Grove Heights, MN; motor carrier; United 
States Fidelity & Guaranty Co. 


Jones Truck Lines, 610 E. Emma Ave., Springdale, 
AR; motor carrier; Federal Ins. Co. 
(PB 1/21/77) D 3/17/81 8 


Kee Transportation Co., 1830 E. 2ist St., Jackson- 
ville, FL; motor carrier; U.S. Fidelity & Guaranty 
Co. 


Date of bond 


- 12,1981 


Nov. 


- 12,1981 


. 30,1980 


. 16,1979 


- 16,1980 


1, 1980 


. 21,1981 


5, 1981 


Mar. 


July 


- 16,1981 


. 17,1981 








Date of 
approval 


Mar. 


20, 1981 


- 18,1981 


. 13,1981 


- 24,1981 


8, 1981 


- 17,1981 


. 25, 1980 


- 11,1981 


- 16, 1980 


Mar. 


5, 1981 


6, 1981 


. 17,1981 
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Filed with district 
director/area 
director/amount 


Cleveland, OH 
$50,000 


San Diego, CA 
$25,000 


Miami, FL 
$25,000 


El Paso, TX 
$25,000 


Newark, NJ 
$50,000 
Miami, FL 


$25,000 


Providence, RI 
$25,000 


Detroit, MI 
$50, 000 


Great Falls, MT 
$25,000 


Boston, MA 
$25,000 


El Paso, TX 
$25,000 


Charleston, SC 
$25,000 
New York, NY 


$25,000 


Minneapolis, MN 
$50,000 


New Orleans, LA 
$25,000 


Tampa, FL 
$25,000 
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Filed with district 
Pas, director/area 
PP director/amount 


Name of principal and surety Date of bond 


Minnesota-Wisconsin Truck Lines, Inc., 965 Eustis | Aug. 25,1971 | Sept. 28,1971 | Minneapolis, MN 
St., St. Paul, MN; motor carrier; Liberty Mutual $25,000 
Ins. Co. 
D 3/11/81 
Pacific Midwestern Express Ltd., Box 181, Gr 261 | Mar. 5,1981 | Mar. 19,1981 | Pembina, ND 
RR #2 Winnipeg, Man. R3C 2E6; motor carrier; $25,000 
St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 


Roberts Cartage of Ohio Inc., 2088 Arlington Rd., | Nov. 25,1980 | Feb. 24,1981 | Cleveland, OH 
Akron, OH; motor carrier; Buckeye Union Ins. Co. $50,000 
(PB 12/1/76) D 2/24/81 


Trinity, Inc., 197 W. Central St., Natick, MA; motor | Jan. 15,1981 | Mar. 19,1981 | Boston, MA 
carrier; American Ins. Co. $25,000 











1 Surety is The Aetna Casualty & Surety Co. 
2 Surety is St. Paul Fire & Marine Ins. Co. 
3 Surety is The Aetna Casualty & Surety Co. 


BON-3-03 
GrorceE C. STEUVART 
(For Marilyn G. Morrison, Director, 
Carriers, Drawback, and Bonds Division). 


(T.D. 81-122) 
Synopses of Drawback Decisions 


The following are synopses of drawback rates issued January 15, 
1981, to March 12, 1981, inclusive, pursuant to sections 22.1 through 
22.5, inclusive, Customs Regulations. 

In the synopses below are listed for each drawback rate approved 
under 19 U.S.C. 1313(a), the name of the company, the specified 
articles on which drawback is authorized, the merchandise which will 
be used to manufacture or produce these articles, the factories where 
the work will be accomplished, the date the statement was signed, 
the basis for determining payment, the Regional Commissioner who 
issued the rate, and the date on which it was signed. 

DRA-1-09 


File: 212945. 
Dated: May 5, 1981. 


Marityn G. Morrison, 
Director, Carriers, Drawback, and Bonds Division. 


(A) Company: Audio Systems, d/b/a A.S.I. 
Articles: Automotive radios, speakers, and antennas. 





CUSTOMS 13 


Merchandise: Imported partially assembled radios, speakers and 
antennas and also miscellaneous parts, such as wiring, nuts, bolts 
and terminals. 

Factory: Louisville, KY. 

Statement signed: February 11, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: Chicago, Feb- 
rusry 23, 1981. 


(B) Company: American Koyo Bearing Manufacturing Corp. 

Articles: Ball bearings and tapered roller bearings. 

Merchandise: Imported steel bars, steel balls, metal retainers, rub- 
berized seals, metal shields, metal rivets, steel coils, and semi- 
finished tapered roller bearings with outer rings and inner rings. 

Factory: Orangeburg, SC. 

Statement signed: December 18, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in, less valuable waste. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: Miami, Jan- 
uary 29, 1981. 


(C) Company: B.P. Woodgrain Paneling, Inc. 
Articles: Prefinished plywood wall paneling. 


Merchandise: Imported plywood. 

Factory: Elkhart, IN. 

Statement signed: November 10, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in, less valuable waste. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: Chicago, Feb- 
ruary 25, 1981. 


(D) Company: Berg Steel Pipe Corp. 

Articles: Steel pipe. 

Merchandise: Imported steel plates. 

Factory: Panama City, FL. 

Statement signed: January 5, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: New Orleans, 
March 5, 1981. 


(E) Company: Butler Sparks Machinery Co. 
Articles: Portable hydrascreens. 

Merchandise: Imported hydrascreen subassemblies. 
Factory: Oklahoma City, OK. 

Statement signed: November 18, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 
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Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: San Francisco, 
January 28, 1981. 


(F) Company: Calgon Corp. 

Articles: Activated carbon (various types). 

Merchandise: Imported activated carbon (various types). 

Factory: Pittsburgh, PA. 

Statement signed: June 19, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: Baltimore, 
February 5, 1981. 


(G) Company: Calumet Refining Co., a div. of Calumet Industries 
Inc. 

Articles: ECA5185, an additive for railroad diesel lubricants. 

Merchandise: Imported Paranox 105, a polyamine-amide mixture. 

Factory: Chicago, IL. 

Statement signed: November 3, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
January 22, 1981. 


(H) Company: Coast Oyster Co. 


Articles: Canned clam nectar, clam chowder and oyster stew. 

Merchandise: Imported can bodies and can ends. 

Factory: South Bend, WA. 

Statement signed: January 14, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: San Francisco, 
February 2, 1981. 


(I) Company: E. I. du Pont de Nemours & Co. 

Articles: Finished graphic arts and industrial film. 

Merchandise: Imported sensitized graphic arts and industrial film 
(widestock rolls). 

Factories: Brevard, NC; Parlin, NJ; Rochester, NY. 

Statement signed: December 15, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: Baltimore, 
January 27, 1981. 


(J) Company: Elkem Holloway, Inc. 

Articles: Steel wire rope slings and steel wire rope. 
Merchandise: Imported steel wire rope. 

Factory: Harahan, LA. 
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Statement signed: January 29, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: New Orleans, 
February 6, 1981. 


(K) Company: Elkem Holloway, Inc. 

Articles: Wire rope slings. 

Merchandise: Imported steel wire rope and fitting. 

Factory: Houston, TX. 

Statement signed: January 29, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: Houston, Feb- 
ruary 17, 1981. 


(L) Company: H. B. Fuller Co. 

Articles: Hot melt sealants. 

Merchandise: Imported polysar butyl rubber. 

Factory: Minneapolis, MN. 

Statement signed: January 26, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: Chicago, February 
3, 1981. 


(M) Company: Hercules, Inc. 

Articles: Antor technical (a herbicide). 

Merchandise: Imported ethyl monochloroacetate (EMCA) and mono- 
chloroacetyl chloride (MCAC). 

Factory: Wilmington, DE. 

Statement signed: November 12, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: Baltimore, 
January 28, 1981. 


(N) Company: Hewlett-Packard Co. 

Articles: Memory boards, analytical instruments, computers, termi- 
nals, calculators, medical instruments and computer peripherals. 

Merchandise: Imported 16K dynamic random access memories 
(RAM). 

Factories: Various factories as listed in manufacturer’s statement. 

Statement signed: January 27, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: San Francisco, 
February 17, 1981. 


346-392 0 - 3 
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(O) Company: Hoyt Archery Co., Inc. 

Articles: T/D archery limbs. 

Merchandise: Imported Bjorn glass lamination strips. 

Factory: Bridgeton, MO. 

Statement signed: February 18, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: Chicago, February 
26, 1981. 


(P) Company: Lister Diesels Inc. 

Articles: Complete diesel engines. 

Merchandise: Imported incomplete diesel engines, engine blocks, 
engine CKD kits, and engine parts. 

Factory: Olathe, KS. 

Statement signed: December 20, 1979. 

Basis of claim: Used in, less valuable waste. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
February 9, 1981. 


(Q) Company: Orrville Products, Inc. 

Articles: Completely built up tractor cabs. 

Merchandise: Imported completely knocked down tractor cabs. 

Factory: Orrville, OH. 

Statement signed: October 1, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, March 
4, 1981. 


(R) Company: Qume Corp. 

Articles: DataTrak 8 floppy disk drives and DataTrak 5 floppy disk 
drives. 

Merchandise: Imported stepper motors, drive motor assemblies, 
upper and lower heads, drive motors without printed circuit boards, 
head gimbal assemblies. 

Factories: San Jose and Hayward, CA. 

Statement signed: October 29, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: San Francisco, 
January 15, 1981. 


(S) Company: Sperry Univac, Division of Sperry Corp. 
Articles: Sperry Univac type 0777 printers. 

Merchandise: Imported laser printer mechanisms and casework. 
Factory: Bristol, TN. 

Statement signed: February 2, 1981. 
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Basis of claim: Used in. 
Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 2, 1981. 


(T) Company: Syntex Laboratories, Inc. 

Articles: Noriday tablets (1.0 mg). 

Merchandise: Imported norethindrone. 

Factory: Palo Alto, CA. 

Statement signed: February 2, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: San Francisco, 
February 18, 1981. 


(U) Company: Tennessee Eastman Co., Div. of Eastman Kodak Co. 

Articles: Various dyes. 

Merchandise: Imported benzenoid chemicals. 

Factory: Kingsport, TN. 

Statement signed: January 30, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: Baltimore, 
March 4, 1981. 


(V) Company: Ultra Poly, Inc. 

Articles: Ultra high molecular weight polyethylene sheets, rods, and 
various other forms. 

Merchandise: Imported polyethylene resins. 

Factory: Tacoma, WA. 

Statement signed: February 19, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: San Francisco, 
March 12, 1981. 


(W) Company: United States Tobacco Co., Inc. 

Articles: Cased tobacco. 

Merchandise: Imported manufactured and unmanufactured tobacco, 
unstemmed burley leaf tobacco and burley scrap tobacco. 

Factory: Richmond, VA. 

Statement signed: October 31, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: Miami, January 
29, 1981. 


(X) Company: United Technologies Corp., Power Systems Div. 
Articles: Gas turbine power systems and sub-assemblies. 
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Merchandise: Imported parts used in the manufacture of gas turbine 
power systems. 

Factory: United, FL. 

Statement signed: December 12, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
February 9, 1981. 


(Y) Company: Welsh Forest Products, Inc. 


Articles: Prefinished paper overlay plywood paneling; prefinished 
paper overlay hardboard paneling. 


Merchandise: Imported plywood and hardboard substrates. 
Factory: East Camden, AR. 

Statement signed: January 26, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 


Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: New Orleans, 
February 5, 1981. 


(Z) Company: Williams Form Engineering Corp. 

Articles: Rock and concrete anchor bolts. 

Merchandise: Imported deformed hollow reinforcing bar steel. 

Factory: Grand Rapids, MI. 

Statement signed: October 20, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
February 9, 1981. 

Revokes: T.D. 80—154-Y. 


(T.D. 81-123) 
Synopses of Drawback Decisions 


The following are synopses of drawback rates issued July 25, 1980, 
to March 23, 1981, inclusive, pursuant to sections 22.1 through 22.5, 
inclusive, Customs Regulations. 

In the synopses below are listed for each drawback rate approved 
under 19 U.S.C. 1313(b), the name of the company, the specified 
articles on which drawback is authorized, the merchandise which will 
be used to manufacture or produce these articles, the factories where 
the work will be accomplished, the date the statement was signed, 
the basis for determining payment, the Regional Commissioner to 
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whom the rate was forwarded or issued by, and the date on which it 
was forwarded or issued. 

Dated: May 5, 1981. 

File: 212944. 


(DRA-1-09) 


Marityn G. Morrison, 
Director, Carriers, Drawback, and Bonds Division. 


(A) Company: Ansul Co. 

Articles: Hydroquinone monomethy! ether (HA); Dimethyl ether of 
Hydroquinone (DMB). 

Merchandise: Hydroquinone (HQ). 

Factory: Marinette, WI. 

Statement signed: December 3, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in, with distribution to the products obtained 
in accordance with their relative value at the time of separation. 


Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: Chicago, 
March 20, 1981. 


(B) Company: Carstab Corp. 

Articles: Plastic stabilizers; Iso octyl thioglycolate (TO-8). 

Merchandise: Iso Octyl Thioglycolate (TO-8) ; Thioglycolic acid. 

Factory: Reading, OH. 

Statement signed: December 16, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 16, 1981. 

Revokes: T.D. 78-397-G. 


(C) Company: Carstab Corp. 

Articles: 4-methyl-7-diethylaminocoumarin (MDAC) (flourescent 
brighteners). 

Merchandise: Diethylmetaaminophenol. 

Factory: Reading, OH. 

Statement signed: December 16, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 17, 1981. 

Revokes: T.D. 78-397-H. 


(D) Company: Carstab Corp. 
Articles: Plastic stabilizers. 
Merchandise: 2-mercaptoethanol. 
Factory: Reading, OH. 

Statement signed: December 16, 1980. 
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Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 17, 1981. 

Revokes: T.D. 78-397-I. 


(E) Company: Carville Leather Co., Inc. 

Articles: Pigment colored and surface textured leather. 

Merchandise: Leather in the rough, partially finished or finished. 

Factory: Johnstown, NY. 

Statement signed: May 27, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 23, 1981. 


(F) Company: Coastal Beverages, Inc. 

Articles: Canned and bottled carbonated and non-carbonated 
beverages. 

Merchandise: Hard and liquid refined sugar; liquid refined invert 
sugar. 

Factory: Dothan, AL. 

Statement signed: April 16, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs in accordance 


with section 22.4(0)(2): New York, November 20, 1980. 
Revokes: T.D. 79-259-F, to cover successorship from Pepsi-Cola 
Bottling Co. of Dothan, Alabama, Inc. 


(G) Company: Cooper Tire & Rubber Co. 

Articles: Rubber tires; inner tubes. 

Merchandise: Butyl, chlorobutyl, polybutadiene and styrene buta- 
diene (all the foregoing synthetic rubber) ; bronze plated bead wire; 
steel tire cord. 

Factories: Findlay and Bowling Green, OH; Texarkana and El 
Dorado, AR; Clarksdale, MS; Auburn, IN. 

Statement signed: December 10, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 


Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: Chicago, 
March 4, 1981. 


(H) Company: Crescent Leather Finishing Co., Inc. 

Articles: Pigment colored and surface textured leather. 
Merchandise: Leather in the rough, partially finished or finished. 
Factory: Johnstown, NY. 

Statement signed: June 20, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 
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Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 23, 1981. 


(I) Company: Dow Chemical Co. 

Articles: Plictran 25-W; Plictran 50—-W. 

Merchandise: Tricyclohexyltin hydroxide. 

Factory: Midland, MI. 

Statement signed: December 22, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: Chicago, 
March 13, 1981. 


(J) Company: Eastman Kodak Co. 

Articles: Coupler intermediate PM 3770. 

Merchandise: 4’4-dihydroxydipheny] sulfone. 

Factories: Kingsport, TN; Batesville, AK. 

Statement signed: July 10, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: Baltimore, 
March 8, 1981. 


(K) Company: Ellithorp Tanning Co., Inc. 
Articles: Pigment colored and surface textured leather. 


Merchandise: Leather in the rough, partially finished or finished. 

Factory: Gloversville, NY. 

Statement signed: May 22, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 23, 1981. 


(L) Company: Exide Corp. 

Articles: Lead acid batteries. 

Merchandise: Lead. 

Factories: Allentown, PA; Atlanta, GA; Buffalo, NY; Dallas, TX; 
Fairfield, CT; Richmond, KY; Sumter, SC; Los Angeles and 
Milpitas, CA. 

Statement signed: January 6, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: Baltimore, 
March 20, 1981. 

Revokes: T.D. 80—297-J. 


(M) Company: Fashion Tanning Co., Inc. 
Articles: Pigment colored and surface textured leather. 
Merchandise: Leather in the rough, partially finished or finished. 
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Factory: Gloversville, NY. 

Statement signed: May 20, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 238, 1981. 


(N) Company: Foster Leather Co., Inc. 

Articles: Pigment colored and surface textured leather. 

Merchandise: Leather in the rough, partially finished or finished. 

Factory: Salem, MA. 

Statement signed: June 20, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 23, 1981. 


(O) Company: Hewlett-Packard Co. 

Articles: Memory boards, analytical instruments, computers, ter- 
minals, calculators, medical instruments and computer peripherals. 

Merchandise: 16K dynamic random access memories (RAM). 

Factories: Various factories as listed in manufacturer’s statement. 

Statement signed: November 10, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs in accordance 


with section 22.4 (0)(2): San Francisco, January 15, 1981. 
Revokes: T.D. 80-280-I to cover change in name from Hewlett- 
Packard Corp. 


(P) Company: Interknitting Ltd. 

Articles: Knitted fabrics for draperies and curtains. 

Merchandise: Polyester yarn. 

Factory: Cobleskill, NY. 

Statement signed: February 25, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 20, 1981. 


(Q) Company: Leather’s Best, Inc. 

Articles: Pigment colored and surface textured leather. 

Merchandise: Leather in the rough, partially finished or finished. 
Factories: Johnstown, NY (3); Gloversville, NY (2); Salem, MA. 
Statement signed: January 15, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 


Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 23, 1981. 
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(R) Company: Mercury Stainless Corp. 

Articles: Stainless steel sheets, polished and cut to specifications. 

Merchandise: Stainless steel coils. 

Factories: Glenview and Wheeling, IL. 

Statement signed: December 12, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs in accordance 
with section 22.4(0) (2): Chicago, December 24, 1980. 

Revokes: T.D. 80—297-R. 


(S) Company: National Leather Corp. 

Articles: Pigment colored and surface textured leather. 

Merchandise: Leather in the rough, partially finished or finished. 

Factory: Johnstown, NY. 

Statement signed: May 27, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 23, 1981. 


(T) Company: Ocean State Spring Co., Inc. 
Articles: Steel starter rewind springs. 
Merchandise: Flat wire spring steel. 


Factory: Warwick, RI. 

Statement signed: January 15, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: Boston, 
March 5, 1981. 


(U) Company: RCA Corp. 

Articles: Television picture tubes (kinescopes). 

Merchandise: Electron gun assembly. 

Factories: Scranton and Lancaster, PA; Marion, IN. 

Statement signed: February 3, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: Baltimore, 
March 138, 1981. 


(V) Company: Roselon Industries, Inc. 

Articles: Crimped filament nylon and polyester yarn. 

Merchandise: Raw filament nylon and polyester yarn. 

Factories: Danville and Quakertown, PA; Crossville and Spencer, 
TN. 

Statement signed: November 12, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 


346-392 0 - 4 
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Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 5, 1981. 


(W) Company: Smith International, Inc. 

Articles: Drill collars and heat treated steel bars. 

Merchandise: Alloy steel bars. 

Factory: Houston, TX. 

Statement signed: January 17, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Appearing in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: Houston, 
March 11, 1981. 

Revokes: T.D. 76-249-G. 


(X) Company: Teepak Inc. 

Articles: Finished fibrous sausage casings. 

Merchandise: Semi-finished artificial fibrous sausage rollstock. 

Factories: Danville, IL; Bethlehem, PA; North Kansas City, MO; 
La Mirada, CA; Winimac, IN; Atlanta, GA. 

Statement signed: July 21, 1980. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate issued by Regional Commissioner of Customs in accordance 
with section 22.4(0) (2): Chicago, July 25, 1980. 

Revokes: T.D. 80-200-U. 


(Y) Company: Tenneco Chemicals, Inc. 

Articles: Vinyl compounds. 

Merchandise: Viny! plasticizers; resins. 

Factory: Burlington, NJ. 

Statement signed: February 19, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 

Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 20, 1981. 


(Z) Company: Witco Chemical Corp. 

Articles: Medium molecular weight sodium sulfonate, high molecular 
weight calcium sulfonate, and basic barium sulfonate. 

Merchandise: High molecular weight sodium sulfonate. 

Factories: Harvey, LA; Petrolia and Chester, PA. 

Statement signed: January 13, 1981. 

Basis of claim: Used in. 


Rate forwarded to Regional Commissioner of Customs: New York, 
March 13, 1981. 





CUSTOMS 25 


(T.D. 81-124) 


Suspension of the requirements of sections 10.38 and 10.39 of 
the Customs Regulations for merchandise temporarily imported 
under bond. 

Notice is hereby given that the Assistant Commissioner of Customs 
(Commercial Operations), on April 3, 1981, suspended the require- 
ments of sections 10.38 and 10.39 of the Customs Regulations. 

Sections 10.38 and 10.39 of the Customs Regulations require 
Customs to examine any article temporarily imported under bond 
when that article is to be exported. They also require that the ex- 
portation be done under Customs supervision. With decreased 
numbers of personnel, those requirements are unrealistic. The Regu- 
lations are being amended to accomplish the ultimate objective, 
insuring exportation, by documentary evidence filed by the importer. 

Until amendment of the Regulations is accomplished, an importer 
of a temporarily imported article may effect cancellation of the bond 
or carnet by filing evidence such as a copy of a bill of lading, a landing 
certificate, a vessel or vehicle manifest, a certificate of lading, or a 
certified notice of exportation which shows that the article was ex- 
ported is acceptable for this purpose. A re-exportation voucher must 
be filed for cancellation of a carnet. 

If the Customs officer who receives the evidence at the port where 
the temporary importation entry was filed is satisfied that the evi- 
dence truly documents the exportation, that officer may cancel 
the bond or carnet. If the Customs officer who receives the evidence 
is located at a port other than where the temporary importation 
entry was filed, that officer must send the evidence to the original 
port of entry for action in accordance with this instruction. 

Until amendment of the sections are effective, at the importer’s 
option, the existing procedures set forth in sections 10.38 and 10.39 
of the Regulations also may be followed. 

Dated: May 5, 1981. 

Marityn G. Morrison, 
Director, Carriers, Drawback and Bonds Division. 


(T.D. 81-125) 
Foreign Currencies—Variances From Quarterly Rate 


The following rates of exchange are based upon rates certified to 
the Secretary of the Treasury by the Federal Reserve Bank of New 
York, pursuant to Section 522(C), Tariff Act of 1930, as amended 
(31 U.S.C. 372(c)), and reflect variances of 5 per centum or more 
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from the quarterly rate published in Treasury Decision 81-82 for the 
following countries. Therefore, as to entries covering merchandise 
exported on the dates listed, whenever it is necessary for Customs 
purposes to convert such currency into currency of the United States, 
conversion shall be at the following rates. 
Spain peseta: 
April 20, 1981 $0. 011173 
April 21-24, 1981 Quarterly 


(LIQ-03-01 0:C:E) 


Dated: April 24, 1981. 
Kenneta A. Ric, 
Chief, Customs Information Exchange. 


(T.D. 81-126) 


Foreign Currencies—Daily Rates for Countries Not on Quarterly 
List 
The Federal Reserve Bank of New York, pursuant to section 
522(c), Tariff Act of 1930, as amended (31 USC 372 (c)), has certified 
buying rates for the dates and foreign currencies shown below. The 
rates of exchange, based on these buying rates; are published for 
the information and use of Customs officers and others concerned 
pursuant to Part 159, Subpart C, Customs Regulations (19 CFR 
159, Subpart C). 
Argentina peso: 
April 20-23, 1981 $0. 000325 
April 24, 1981 
Brazil cruziero: 
April 20-23, 1981 $0. 012522 
April 24, 1981 . 012293 
Chile peso: 
April 20-24, 1981 $0. 025667 
People’s Republic of China yuan: 
April 20-24, 1981 $0. 595309 
Colombia peso: 
April 20-23, 1981 $0. 018979 
April 24, 1981 . 018921 
Greece drachma: 
April 20, 1981 $0. 018692 
April 21, 1981 
April 22, 1981 
April 23-24, 1981 
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Hong Kong dollar: 
April 20, 1981 $0. 185443 
April 21, 1981 . 185736 
April 22, 1981 . 186254 
April 23, 1981 . 186359 
April 24, 1981 
Indonesia rupiah: 
April 20-22, 1981 $0. 001600 
April 23, 1981 . 001653 
April 24, 1981 . 001600 
Iran rial: 
April 20-24, 1981 Not Available 
Israel shekel: 
April 20-24, 1981 $0. 107991 
Peru sol: 
April 20-24, 1981 . 002469 
Philippines peso: 
April 20-24, 1981 . 130548 
Singapore dollar: 
April 20, 1981 471698 
April 21, 1981 . 470810 
April 22, 1981 . 471476 
April 23-24, 1981 . 471698 
South Korea won: 
April 20-23, 1981 $0. 001478 
April 24, 1981 . 001475 
Thailand baht. (tical) : 
April 20-24, 1981 . 048193 
Venezuela bolivar: 
April 20-24, 1981 . 232883 
(LIQ—03-01 O:C:E) 
Date: April 24, 1981. 


Kenneta A. Ric, 
Chief, Customs Information Exchange. 
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DECISIONS OF U.S. COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
Court No. 80-6—00880 


Memorandum Opinion and Order 


[Motion for protective order granted as indicated.] 


(Dated April 21, 1981) 


Baker & McKenzie (Bruce E. Clubb on the motion) for the plaintiff. 

Thomas E. Martin, Acting Assistant Attorney General; David M. Cohen, 
Director, Commercial Litigation Branch (Francis J. Sailer on the motion), for 
the defendant. 


Siegel, Mandell & Davidson (Herbert T. Posner on the cross-motion) for Chemie 
Linz, A.G., defendant-intervenor; Netter, Dowd & Alfiert (John B. Alfiert on 
the motion) for Montedison S.p.A. and Montedison USA, Inc., defendants- 
intervenors. 

Lanpis, Judge: These actions were instituted pursuant to 19 U.S.C. 
§ 1516a(a) (2) seeking judicial review of a determination of no material 
injury or threat thereof published by the United States International 
Trade Commission on May 14, 1980 in‘ antidumping investigation 
Nos. 731-TA-13 and 14, 1980 (final) of melamine in crystal form 
from Italy and Austria (45 Fed. Reg. 31830). 

Plaintiff moves for an order granting access to confidential docu- 
ments numbered one (1) through twenty-one (21) and twenty-three 
(23) through twenty-nine (29) on list No. 2 transmitted to this court 
in connection with the above dumping investigations. Defendant 
United States cross-moves for a protective order precluding dis- 
closure of the questionnaires contained in the administrative record 
particularly documents numbered one (1) through eighteen (18) and 
twenty-nine (29) on list No. 2. Defendants-intervenors Montedison 
S.p.A. and Montedison USA, Inc. oppose plaintiff’s motion as to 
document numbered seven (7) and so much of the document numbered 
twenty-eight (28) as pertains to defendants-intervenors. Defendant- 
intervenor Chemie Linz, A.G. cross-moves for a protective order 
denying disclosure or, alternatively, for an in-camera inspection as 
to documents numbered five (5), twenty (20), twenty-five (25) and 
twenty-six (26) on list No. 2. 

Defendant United States does not object to the form of the pro- 
posed protective order submitted by plaintiff! nor does it argue 
that the terms therein will not adequately protect all parties in 
interest. Rather, the Government objects to the broad scope of the 
request and argues that such disclosure may have a chilling effect 
on its ability to obtain confidential responses to questionnaires 
and information from importers and industry in the future. It further 


1 This order is similar to the order promulgated in Atlantic Sugar, Ltd. v. United States, 85 Cust. Ct. 114, 
C.R.D. 80-10 (1980). 
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questions the relevancy of certain questionnaires received from 
importers.” 

Accordingly, upon reading plaintiff’s motion to examine con- 
fidential documents submitted to the court as part of the adminis- 
trative record of the proceeding before the International Trade 
Commission, the opposition and cross-motion for a protective order 
by the defendant United States, the opposition by defendants- 
intervenors Montedison S.p.A. and Montedison USA, Inc., and 
cross-motion of defendant-intervenor Chemie Linz, A.G. and all 
other pleadings and papers on file, it is hereby 

ORDERED that said plaintiff’s motion and said defendant United 
States’ cross-motion and said defendant-intervenor’s cross-motion 
be, and the same hereby are granted subject to the terms and con- 
ditions set forth below; and 

ORDERED that the confidential documents numbered three (3), 
sixteen (16), seventeen (17) and twenty-eight (28) on list No. 2, 
transmitted to the United States Court of International Trade in 
connection with the above captioned action, shall be available to 
counsel for plaintiff for examination and copying at the office of the 
Clerk of the Court or the office of the Secretary, International Trade 
Commission, during the thirty (30) days following entry of this Order, 
subject to the terms and conditions specified below; 

1. All of the information not previously made publicly available 
contained in the confidential documents in list No. 2, ‘Confidential 
Documents transmitted to the United States Customs Court,” shall 
be considered confidential. 

2. Except as otherwise provided in this Order, counsel for plaintiff 
shall not disclose the confidential information to anyone other than 
their immediate office personnel actively assisting in this litigation. 

3. Counsel for plaintiff and their immediate office personnel shall 
neither disclose nor use any of the confidential information for pur- 
poses other than this litigation (subject to continued safeguards 
to preserve confidentiality) any remand or appeal of this matter. 
Wherever used in this Order, the term “this litigation’ shall be 
deemed to include remand or appeal resulting therefrom. 

4. If in the opinion of plaintiff’s counsel, it becomes necessary 
to consult with experts independent of the industry involved in 
evaluating the confidential information, counsel will not contact 
such experts without first notifying and conferring with counsel for 
defendant United States concerning the suitability of such experts. 


2 The Government does not object to disclosure of documents 19, 20, 21, 23 through 28 on list No. 2. Doc- 
uments 1 through 15 except 3 are replies to questionnaires from importers. Documents 3, 16, 17, 18 and 29 
are replies to questionnaires from domestic producers. Document 18 is plaintiff’s own response to the con- 
fidential questionnaire. Document 29 is a confidential excerpt of document 18 released by the Commission 
under protective order to counsel for Dutch State Mines subsequently returned to the Commission. 
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If after seven days following notification of defendant’s counsel, 
counsel for the respective parties cannot agree upon a suitable ex- 
pert, plaintiff’s counsel may submit the matter to the court for resolu- 
tion. Such experts, once decided upon, shall agree not to disclose 
any of the confidential information to anyone other than to the 
counsel who consulted with them or that counsel’s office personnel 
actively assisting in this litigation, and then for purposes of this 
litigation only; any experts so consulted shall first sign a statement 
submitting themselves to the jurisdiction of the Court of Interna- 
tional Trade and such reasonable sanctions as the court may hold 


appropriate in the event of a breach of the conditions of this pro- 
tective order by them. 


5. In no event shall disclosure of confidential information be 
made to in-house counsel or other representatives, agents, or em- 
ployees of plaintiff or the interested parties. 

6. Counsel for plaintiff shall maintain a record of any and all 
copies of confidential information made, to whom they are provided 
and when they are returned. All such copies shall be clearly labelled 
as containing confidential information and that they are to be returned 
at the conclusion of this litigation. 


7. Any documents, including briefs and memoranda, containing 
any of the confidential information, which are filed with the court 
in this case, shall be conspicuously marked as containing information 
which is not to be disclosed to the public, and arrangements shall be 
made with the Clerk of this Court to retain such documents under 
seal, permitting access only to the court, court personnel authorized 
by the court to have access, and counsel for the parties. Copies of all 
the foregoing documents, but with the confidential information deleted, 
shall be filed with the court at the same time that the documents 
containing the confidential information are filed. 

8. Any briefs or memoranda containing confidential information 
shall be served upon the other parties in a wrapper conspicuously 
marked on the front ‘Confidential—to be opened only by (the 
name(s) of the attorneys handling the case)”’ and shall be accompanied 
by a separate copy from which the confidential information has been 
deleted. 

9. Upon conclusion of this litigation or any appeal or remand 
of this matter, counsel for plaintiff and the interested parties shall 
(a) return all copies of the confidential documents obtained under this 
Order and the record required to be maintained under paragraph 6 
above; and (b) destroy all other documents (including documents held 
by persons authorized under this Order to have access thereto) con- 
taining the confidential information. 
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10. Any reference to plaintiff or plaintiff’s counsel herein shall 
include any other interested party who may subsequently be granted 
access to such documents under protective order. 

Except for documents numbered three (3), sixteen (16), seventeen 
(17) and twenty-eight (28), all documents one (1) through twenty-nine 
(29) inclusive, on list No. 2, transmitted to the United States Court 
of International Trade in connection with the above-captioned actions 
shall not be available to anyone for discovery purposes at this time. 
Should any party upon examination of the disclosed documents or 
otherwise, believe they are entitled to review the non-disclosed docu- 
ments they may, upon good cause shown, make application to this 
court for such appropriate relief as the court deems just and 
necessary. 


(Slip Op. 81-33) 


Heraevus-Amersit, Inc. (FoRMERLY AMERSIL, INC.), PLAINTIFF 2. 
UNITED STATES, DEFENDANT. 


Court No. 81—3-00251 


Cross Motions for Summary Judgment Motion To Dismiss 


[Plaintiff’s motion for summary judgment granted; defendant’s cross motion 
denied.] 
(Decided April 24, 1981) 


Fitch, King and Caffentzis (Richard C. King and James Caffentzis at the hearing 
and on the briefs) for the plaintiff. 

Thomas S. Martin, Acting Assistant Attorney General; Joseph I. Liebman, 
Attorney in Charge, International Trade Field Office, Commercial Litigation 
Branch (Sidney N. Weiss at the hearing and on the briefs), for the defendant. 

Forp, Judge: Plaintiff has invoked the jurisdiction of the court 
under 28 U.S.C. 1581(i) (1) and (4) and 28 U.S.C. 1585 by filing a 
summons and complaint on March 5, 1981, together with a motion 
for an order to show cause why a preliminary injunction should not 
be granted. The order to show cause was granted on March 6, 1981 
and the matter was set for hearing on March 12, 1981. 

At the hearing two witnesses were called on behalf of plaintiff. 
Defendant moved to dismiss on the grounds the action fails to state 
a cause of action upon which relief could be granted. This motion 
was based upon the Anti-Injunction Act, 26 U.S.C. 7421(a) and the 
Declaratory Judgment Act, 28 U.S.C. 2201, both of which prohibit 
the issuance of relief when it involves the collection of a tax. Ad- 
ditionally, defendant contended plaintiff had not met its burden of 
proof for a preliminary injunction. At the conclusion of the hearing 
defendant moved, under Rule 65(a)(2) to consolidate the hearing 
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with a motion for summary judgment, pursuant to Rule 56(b) of 
the rules of this court, which provides for defending party to so 
move notwithstanding an answer to the complaint has not been 
filed. Plaintiff joined in the motion for summary judgment pursuant 
to Rule 56(a). The parties were granted additional time to file briefs 
on the question of summary judgment. 

Plaintiff is a substantial importer of merchandise. On December 19; 
1980 six entries covering merchandise previously imported were 
liquidated by the United States Customs Service reflecting increased 
duties of $73,583.75 determined to be due on liquidation. On Jan- 
uary 23, 1981, the regional commissioner’s office advised plaintiff 
by letter that this sum was due and payable upon receipt of the bill 
(liquidation). The letter further requested plaintiff or his representa- 
tive to appear at the customhouse and bring payment or proof of 
payment. Plaintiff was also advised if payment were not made within 
ten working days from the date of the letter its privilege of delayed 
payment of estimated duties (ten days from the release of merchan- 
dise) would be denied and thereafter deposit of estimated duties 
would be required on entry. The affidavit of Remigio Ferrara, Chief, 
Revenue Branch, Accounting Division, in Washington, D.C., further 
stated such sums are due even if a protest were filed. 

Counsel for plaintiff sought and was granted an extension of time 
to review the entry papers which were not available for review at that 
time. After review of the papers counsel for plaintiff determined that 
increased duties on the value of the merchandise were correct, but 
not on the classification. On February 13, 1981 plaintiff caused to be 
paid the sum of $61,333.17 representing the increased duties on the 
valuation of the merchandise covered by the six entries. On the same 
date, plaintiff protested the classification of the six entries. Jeffrey 
Margalit, Deputy Assistant Regional Commissioner, Financial 
Management Division, Region II, of the United States Customs 
Service, in his affidavit stated said sum was deposited “strictly for 
accounting reasons” and was applied to all entries except entry No. 
413863, leaving a balance of $12,250.58 outstanding. On February 20, 
1981, customs advised plaintiff its privilege of delayed payment of 
estimated duty was being suspended immediately since the importer 
was substantially delinquent in the payment of customs bills. 

Defendant’s motion for consolidation under Rule 65(a)(2) and 
for summary judgment under Rule 56, in which plaintiff joined, 
obviates the necessity of deciding plaintiff’s motion for a preliminary 
injunction and defendant’s motion to dismiss. Both parties agree 
there are no material facts in dispute and hence the matter is ripe for 


summary judgment. 
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Based upon the facts of record there is no dispute that plaintiff 
is indebted to the Customs Service in the sum of $12,250.58 as a 
result of the liquidation of six entries on December 19, 1980. 

The issue presented to the court is the time when the increased 
duties determined to be due on liquidation must be paid to the Customs 
Service and whether the applicability of the “sanctions” imposed 
by the Customs Service requiring deposits of estimated duties on 
entry were proper under the provisions of 19 CFR 142.13(b) and 19 
CFR 142.14. 

The dispute as to the proper classification of the merchandise, for 
which a protest has been filed, is not before the court. However, the 
issue of the proper classification may be brought under 28 U.S.C. 
1581(a) by the filing of a summons within 180 days from the denial 
of the protest (28 U.S.C. 2636(a)), the payment of duties (28 U.S.C. 
2637(a)), and payment of a filing fee (28 U.S.C. 2633(a)). 

The primary issue as indicated supra is the time the duties must 
be paid. Under the provisions of 28 U.S.C. 2637(a), an action con- 
testing the denial of a protest may be commenced in this court “only 
if all liquidated duties, charges, or exactions have been paid at the 
time the action is commenced * * *,” Suffice it to say no such action 
has been instituted nor has the protest filed been denied or affirmed 
as of the time of the hearing. The provisions of 28 U.S.C. 2637(d) 
cover all other civil actions and require exhaustion of administrative 
remedies where appropriate. Accordingly, plaintiff is properly before 
the court under 28 U.S.C. 15810). Wear Me Apparel Corporation v. 
United States, 1 CIT—, Slip Op. 81-22 (March 10, 1981); Sanho 
Collections, Limited v. Robert E. Chasen, Commissioner of Customs, 
et al., 1 CIT—, Ship Op. 80-2 (November 14, 1980). 

A review of the legislative history of prior statutory provisions is of 
assistance in placing the present statutory provision in perspective. 
Under the Tariff Act of 1922, Section 514 provided, in effect, that a 
liquidation was final unless the importer, consignee, or agent, within 
60 days after liquidation, filed a protest and paid the full amount of 
duties, charges, and exactions ascertained to be due. 

The latter portion of the above provision was transferred to Sec- 
tion 515 of the Tariff Act of 1930 and the language was changed to 
provide as follows: 


Upon the filing of such protest the collector shall within ninety 
days thereafter review his decision, and may modify the same in 
whole or in part and thereafter remit or refund any duties, charge, 
or exaction found to have been assessed or collected in excess, or 
pay any drawback found due, of which notice shall be given as 
in the case of the original liquidation, and against which protest 
may be filed within the same time and in the same manner and 
under the same conditions as against the original liquidation or 
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decision. If the collector shall, upon such review, affirm his 
original decision, or if a protest shall be filed against his modifi- 
cation of any decision, and, in the case of merchandise entered 
for consumption, if all duties and charges shall be paid, then the 
collector shall forthwith transmit the entry and the accompany- 
ing papers, and all the exhibits connected therewith, to the United 
States Customs Court for due assignment and determination, as 
provided by law. Such determination shall be final and conclu- 
sive upon all persons, and the papers transmitted shall be re- 
turned, with the decision and judgment order thereon, to the 
collector, who shall take action accordingly, except in cases in 
which an appeal shall be filed in the United States Court of 


Customs and Patent Appeals within the time and in the manner 
provided by law. 


The revision of section 515, supra, and the intent of Congress was 


expressed in House of Representatives Report No. 7 to Accompany 
H.R. 2667 at page 179, as follows: 


The language of the present law requires the payment of the 
full amount of duties, charges, and exactions ascertained to be 
due, upon the filing of a protest with the collector, Your com- 
mittee believes that payment should not be required unless and until 
the protest goes to the Board of General Appraisers, and the law has 
been amended accordingly. The collector has also been given au- 
thority to remit the duty if it has not been paid. Jt would seem 
that if he may, as he is authorized to do under existing law, review 
his own action and reliquidate an entry and refund the excess duty 
paid, he should be given equal authority to review his action and 
remit the duty if not paid. (Emphasis added.) 


It is clear from the language utilized above that payment was not 
required unless and until the protest was forwarded to the Board 
of General Appraisers (subsequently the United States Customs 
Court). It is also to be noted that specific authority was given to 
Customs to remit duties which had not been paid. 

A further substantive change of law was contained in the Customs 
Courts Act of 1970, Pub. L. 91-271. Under this act automatic referral 
of protests to this court was eliminated as well as the separate ap- 
praisement and classification procedures. The latter functions were 
combined and both were the subject of a single protest. Prior pro- 
cedures required a notice of appraisement to be issued upon appraise- 
ment. An importer if dissatisfied could file an appeal for reappraise- 
ment and have the issue of appraisement decided by a single judge 
of the Customs Court sitting in reappraisement. If either side were 
dissatisfied an application for review could be filed and decided by a 
three-judge bench. An appeal could then be taken to the Court of 
Customs and Patent Appeals and finally on a writ of certiorari to 
the Supreme Court. During this time, the increased duties resulting 
from appraisement were not required to be paid, since liquidation, 
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which is the finalization of the entry process, could not be accomplished 
until the value issue was determined. 

The elimination of automatic referral of protests was the result 
of the amendment of 28 U.S.C. 1582 by the 1970 act which granted 
jurisdiction to the Customs Court in those actions in which all liqui- 
dated duties, charges or exactions had been paid at the time the 
action is filed. The 1970 act also amended 28 U.S.C. 2631 and granted 
180 days after the denial of the protest within which to initiate an 
action. 

Under section 515(a) (19 U.S.C. 1515(a)) of the 1970 act, the 
Customs Service was granted a period of two years to review the 
protest unless accelerated disposition was requested. The 1970 act 
for the first time also permitted the Customs Service to review its 
appraisement, and enlarged the time period for an importer to file 
a protest from 60 days to 90 days. If the protest were allowed ‘‘* * * 
any duties, charge or exaction found to have been assessed or col- 
lected in. excess shall be remitted or refunded * * *.”” (Emphasis supplied.) 
It is noted the above italicized language, although not in the same 
sequence as in the 1930 act was continued in the 1970 act. 

Reference to the legislative history of the 1970 act, cited by de- 
fendant in its ‘Second Supplemental Brief,’’ regarding the concern 
of various attorneys who appeared at the hearing about payment 
of duties related only to reappraisement matters which, as indicated 
supra, were not required under prior acts. A review of the legislative 
history cited by defendant, and an independent review of such history 
by the court, fails to disclose any Congressional intent to change 
the time period for the payment of duties ascertained to be due on 
liquidation as prescribed by section 505(b) as amended by the 1970 
act. The language of section 505 as originally enacted by the Tariff 
Act of 1930, insofar as collection of duties is concerned, utilizes 
basically the same language of said section 505(b) as amended, 
supra, t.e., “* * * collect any increased or additional duties due or 
refund any excess of duties deposited as determined on liquidation 
or reliquidation.” (1970). 

The utilization of the language remitted in section 515 of the 1970 
act, coupled with the express intent of Congress in first utilizing the 
term remit in the 1930 tariff act, makes clear that the payment of 
customs duties was not required on liquidation. Congress is presumed 
not to have used superfluous words in a statute. Ameliotex, Inc. v. 
United States, 65 CCPA 22, C.A.D. 1200, 565 F.2d 674 (1977). Hence 
the reenactment of section 515 granting the Customs Service the 
authority to have excess duties remitted indicates the continuing 
intent of Congress regarding instances where increased duties have 
not been paid. 





DECISIONS OF U.S. COURT OF INTERNATIONAL TRADE 37 


As indicated, supra, the 1930 act required Customs to transmit 
forthwith the entry and accompanying papers to the court “if all 
duties and charges shall be paid.” The 1970 act (28 U.S.C. 1582(c) (2)) 
provides the court shall not have jurisdiction unless “all liquidated 
duties, charges or exactions have been paid at the time the action 
is filed.” This comports with the 1930 provision and the court is of 
the opinion that any liquidated duties, charges or exactions are not 
due and payable at liquidation, but rather at the time of the filing 
of the action or at the expiration of the statute of limitations if no 
action is filed. 

The court notes 4 CFR 102.2 requires payment within 30 days 
from the date of notification. This regulation is not controlling herein 
since a statutory provision prevails over a regulation. The present 
procedure of granting 10 days after the 30-day period requiring 
payment, notwithstanding the fact a protest has been filed, is con- 
trary to law. 

The secondary issue concerns the placing of an importer on a 
“sanction” list pursuant to Customs Regulations 19 CFR 142.13(b) 
and 19 CFR 142.14. These sections require an importer to file an 
entry summary together with payment of estimated duties at the 
time of entry when an “importer is substantially or habitually de- 


linquent in the payment of Customs bills.” It is apparent by the 
holding in the primary issue, that such duties are not now due and 
owing and the importer is not in default. Hence the application of 
this regulation is improper and should not be utilized insofar as any 
sums not paid when a protest has been filed. Plaintiff’s cross-motion 
for summary judgment is, therefore, granted and defendant’s motion 
for summary judgment is denied. 


In view of the foregoing decision on the merits, plaintiff’s motion 
for preliminary injunction is denied and defendant’s motion to dis- 
miss is denied. 

Judgment will be entered accordingly. 


NOTE TO READERS 


Slip Op. 81-38, to be published in the next edition, stayed the 
decisions and judgement in slip op. 81-33 pending resolution of any 
and all appeals by the defendant and further ordered that for the 
life of the stay the Customs Service ‘May continue to collect duties; 
fees, charges, penalties, and exactions in accordance with the Regula- 
tions promulgated by the Secretary of the Treasury * * *”’ 
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(Slip Op. 81-34) 


ASG Inpustrigs, Inc., ET AL., PLAINTIFFS v. UNITED STATEs, 
DEFENDANT. 


Court No. 76-3-00667 


[On remand from the Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, C.A. 79-15, 
C.A.D. 1237.] 


Memorandum Accompanying Order 
(Dated April 24, 1981) 


Forp, J: This action is before the court pursuant to a remand issued 
in ASG Industries, Inc., et al. v. United States, 67 CCPA —, C.A.D. 
1237 (1979), 610 F. 2d 770 (1979), rehearing denied (1980). Defendant 
has moved to dismiss the action with a judgment ordering the admin- 
istrative authority to ascertain and determine or estimate the net 
amount of bounty or grants bestowed upon Vereinigte Glaswerke 
GMBH and Flachglas/Delog/Detal and levying countervailing duties 
in such amounts on the production of such manufacturers. 

Plaintiff has opposed this motion on the ground that the granting 
of such motion would not be in compliance with the remand decision, 
C.A.D. 1237 and moved alternatively to have the matter remanded 
to the Secretary of Commerce, after giving plaintiff an opportunity 
to be heard, to ascertain the net amount of bounties or grants and 
have such information submitted to the court within 120 days 0j 
the court to make its determination or to have a hearing before the 
court on the amount of the net bounties or grants. 

Defendant subsequently stated in its memorandum that it did not 
intend to present evidence of offsets and that the gross bounties or 
grants represent the net bounties or grants. At oral argument held on 
March 18, 1981, the basic difference between the parties was the 
quantification methodology or the formula to be used in ascertaining 
the amount of the net bounties or grants. 

Prior to the enactment of the Trade Act of 1974, American Manu- 
facturers could not challenge negative countervailing duty deter- 
minations. United States v. Hammond Lead Products, 58 CCPA 129, 
C.A.D. 1017, 440 F. 2d 1024, cert. denied, 404 U.S. 1005 (1971). The 
addition of subsection (d) to 516 of the Tariff Act of 1930 granted 
American Manufacturers the right to litigate the issue that no counter- 
vailable bounty or grant was conferred. The language of section 516(d) 
does not confer upon this court authority to determine the net amount 
of any bounty or grant. The courts have held the amount of counter- 
vailing duty is not subject to judicial review, but is rather within the 
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purview of the Secretary of Treasury (presently the Secretary of 
Commerce). Franklin Sugar Refining Co. v. United States, 1 Ct. Cust. 
Appls. 242, T.D. 31276 (1911). 

I do not consider the remand for a trial de novo as set forth in C.A.D. 
1237 as a directive to determine the amount of the countervailing 
duty. In my opinion the remand was merely for the purpose of as- 
certaining the offsets. This is apparent from the following language 
of said opinion: 


One, it is established that a foreign manufacturer is receiving 
payments such as those here involved (not “every payment,” as 
the dissenting opinion imagines) from its government, a counter- 
vailing duty must, absent a waiver by the Secretary, be imposed 
unless, in considering all circumstances surrounding the pay- 
ment, certain deductions can be established resulting in no net 
benefit to that manufacturer. These deductions must be established 
by facts “—not by mere allegations of the foreign government or 
of the enterprises receiving the bounty or grant. Needless to say, 
without an adequate factual record, neither this court nor the 
Customs Court can perform a meaningful judicial review of 
countervailing duty determinations. 


16 If the Treasury Department cannot, with its expertise, establish the necessary facts, a challenge may 
be brought later by the importer. Because the importer is in a better position to obtain these facts from the 
foreign manufacturer, once a prima facie case has been established by evidence that payments such as those 
here involved are being made, the domestic manufacturer should not (contrary to the dissenting opinion) 
have the burden of obtaining evidence of deductions necessary te negate its own prima facie case. Also, we 
note that under 19 U.S.C. 1303(a)(5), the Secretary is permitted to estimate the net bounty (i.e., estimate 
the necessary deductions), and his expertise will play a part in this estimate as long as there is a factual 
basis to support it. 


In view of the foregoing, the court is of the opinion that since the 
parties agree there are no offsets, the matter should be remanded to 
the Secretary of Commerce for the purpose of ascertaining the amount 
of countervailing duty due and directing the appropriate Customs 
Officers throughout the United States to assess such duties. 


(Order follows) 


ASG Inpvustrises, Inc., ET AL., PLAINTIFFS v. UNITED STATEs, 
DEFENDANT. 


Court No. 76-3-00667 
[On remand from the Court of Customs and Patent Appeals, C.A. 79-15, 
C.A.D. 1237] 
Order 


(Dated April 24, 1981) 
Forp, Judge. 


Upon reading and filing defendant’s motion to dismiss this action 
with a judgmentorde ring the administering authority to ascertain 
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and determine or estimate the net amount of the bounty or grants 
bestowed upon German manufacturers of float glass and levying 
countervailing duties in such amounts on the production of such 
manufacturers, and upon filing and reading plaintiffs’ reply and all 
other papers filed in this case, it is hereby 

ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND Dercreep that defendant’s motion is 
hereby granted, and it is further 

ORDERED, ADJUDGED, AND DrcreEeEp that the Secretary of Com- 
merce or his delegate (1) ascertain and determine or estimate the net 
amount of the bounties or grants found by this Court in C.D. 4782 
to have been paid or bestowed upon the manufacture or production 
by Vereinigte Glaswerke GMBH and Flatglas/Delog/Detal of float 
glass in the Federal Republic of Germany which were held by the 
Court of Customs and Patent Appeals in C.A.D. 1237 to be bounties 
or grants within the meaning of 19 U.S.C. 1303 without deducting 
any offsets and (2) direct the appropriate Customs officers throughout 
the United States to assess countervailing duties in the net amount 
equal to said bounties or grants, entered or withdrawn from ware- 
house for consumption on or after the date of suspension of liquidation, 
December 19, 1979. 
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Appeal to US. Court of Customs 
and Patent Appeals 


Appeal 81-14.—Hiranport Co., an Oregon corporation v. United 
States Department of Treasury, acting by and through the United 
States Customs Service—Merrat Ro.tier Cuain, OTHER THAN 
Usrep ror Bicyctes—AntTipumpine Act—Dvumpine Dutirs— 
TSUS—Appeal from order denying plaintiff’s motion for rehearing. 


In the years 1973-1975, plaintiff-appellant was engaged in importing 
and selling motorcycle parts manufactured in Japan. Among the 
merchandise imported were roller chains which were manufactured 
in Tokyo by TK Products Company, Ltd., and exported to the 
United States by MC International, Inc., a foreign corporation lo- 
cated in Osaka. Pursuant to Section 201(a) of the Antidumping Act, 
the Secretary of the Treasury and the United States Tariff Commis- 
sion determined that the Japanese roller chains (other than bicycle) 
were being sold in the United States for less than their fair market 
value. On April 6, 1973, the Secretary of the Treasury published a 
notice of such determinations (Treasury Decision 73-100). In con- 
junction with the Secretary of the Treasury’s finding of dumping for 
the Japanese roller chains, the United States Customs Service as- 
certained, estimated, and appraised a foreign market value, a pur- 
chase price, and an exporter’s sales price on the roller chains in order 
to determine the extent of the dumping and the amount of the dump- 
ing duties to be assessed. This information was consolidated and issued 
to the District Office of the United States Customs Service as a single 
document. The document was titled ‘Roller Chain Master Dumping 
List, CIE—N-66/72 (Supplement #103), dated December 27, 1976 
(Exporter-MC International).” In compliance with the Secretary of 
the Treasury’s finding of dumping, together with the provisions of 
Section 202(a) of the Antidumping Act, the United States District 
Director of Customs assessed dumping duties totaling $18,198.25 on 
plaintiff-appellant’s importation of six shipments of Japanese roller 
chains. 

Plaintiff-appellant filed a protest on November 10, 1977, in Port- 
land, Oregon, under Section 514 of the Tariff Act of 1930, as amended, 
and Section 174.11 of the United Statés Customs Regulations, against 
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the assessment of the dumping duties, supra. Plaintift-appellant also 
filed an Application for Further Review of Protest in Portland, Ore- 
gon, under the provisions of Section 515 of the Tariff Act (19 U.S.C. 
Subsection 1515) and Section 174.24(b) of the United States Cus- 
toms Regulations. On February 15, 1978, plaintiff-appellant mailed 
a request for an accelerated disposition of its pending protest and its 
pending Application for Further Review of Protest in compliance 
with Section 514 of the Tariff Act (19 U.S.C., Subsection 1514) and 
Section 174.22 of the United States Customs Regulations. Following 
the expiration of a 30-day period from the date of mailing of plaintiff- 
appellant’s request, during which period the District Director failed 
to allow or deny the protest, the protest was deemed denied by op- 
eration of law, under the provisions of Section 515(b) of the Tariff 
Act (19 U.S.C., Subsection 1515(b)) and Section 174.22(d) of the 
United States Customs Regulations. 

Plaintiff-appellant claims that none of the provisions of the Anti- 
dumping Act, the Tariff Act, the Customs Regulations, or Treasury 
Decision 73-100 apply to its shipments in that no dumping of roller 
chain has ever in fact occurred in the United States generally or with 
respect to its import shipments in particular; that the purchase price 
of the roller chain is not less than its fair market value as determined 
under 19 U.S.C., Subsections 161(a), 162, and 164, and, therefore, there 
can be no legal foundation for any assessment against plaintiff- 
appellant for antidumping duties; that the United States Customs 
Service Appraisement Reports on the six importations are erroneous 
in certain respects; that the United States Customs Service’s unit 
foreign market value used in computing the dumping duties is also 
erroneous; that the actions of the Tariff Commission and the Secretary 
of the Treasury, or their delegates, were outside their statutory au- 
thority and void because their acts discriminated against plaintiff- 
appellant, in violation of the Constitution of the United States, 
Article I, Section 8, because similarly situated importers of merchan- 
dise identical to roller chain were not assessed dumping duties by the 
United States Customs Service during the years at issue. 

Plaintiff-appellant brought an action in the United States Customs 
Court. The Court dismissed the case for lack of prosecution. Plaintiff- 
appellant was thereafter granted a rehearing. The case was again 
dismissed by the Court for lack of prosecution. Included in its motion 
in opposition to plaintiff-appellant’s motion for an extension of time 
to move the case toward a final disposition was defendant-appellee’s 
cross-motion to dismiss. The Court denied plaintiff-appellant’s motion, 
and granted the motion to defendant-appellee to dismiss. Plaintiff- 
appellant filed a motion to reinstate its case and again to extend the 
time to move toward final disposition. Defendant-appellee filed a 
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memorandum in opposition. The Court entered an order denying 
plaintiff-appellant’s motion to reinstate and to extend the time to 
move the case toward final disposition. 

Plaintiff-appellant appeals the decision of the United States Court 
of International Trade (formerly the United States Customs Court) 
for denying its motion for an extension of time, granting defendant- 
appellee’s cross-motion to dismiss, and denying plaintiff-appellee’s 
motion for rehearing. In support of its appeal, plaintiff-appellant 
relies upon Rule 3.1 of the Rules of the United States Court of Customs 
and Patent Appeals. 





International Trade Commission Notices 


Investigations by the United States International Trade Commission 
DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY, May 6, 1981 


The appended notices relating to investigations by the United 
States International Trade Commission are published for the Infor- 
mation of Customs Officers and others concerned. 


R. E. CHAsesn, 
Commissioner of Customs. 


Notice of Investigation 
[332-125] 
Analysis of Recent Trends in U.S. Barter and Countertrade 


AGENCY: United States International Trade Commission. 


ACTION: In accordance with the provisions of section 332(b) of 
the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 1332(b)), the Commission has 
instituted investigation No. 332-125 for the purpose of gathering 
and presenting information on U.S. barter/countertrade and its 
significance in the world market. This study will document and 
analyze selected data on the volume and composition of U.S. trade 
involving barter/countertrade (B/CT) with non-market economy 
countries, developing nations, and industrialized countries. The 
study will examine the more important and representative instances 
of B/CT and focus on the current and future impact of B/CT arrange- 
ments on the U.S. industry and employment. 


EFFECTIVE DATE: April 21, 1981. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Mr. Ronald J. 
DeMarines, Machinery and Equipment Division, U.S. International 
Trade Commission, Washington, D.C. 20436 (telephone 202-523- 
0259). 


WRITTEN SUBMISSIONS: There is no public hearing scheduled 
for this study; however, written submissions from interested parties 
49 
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are invited. Commercial or financial information which a party 
desires the Commission to treat as confidential must be submitted 
on separate sheets of paper,. each clearly marked ‘Confidential 
Business Information” at the top. All submissions requesting con- 
fidential treatment must conform with the requirements of section 
201.6 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 
201.6). All written submissions, except for confidential business 
information, will be made available for inspection by interested 
persons. To be assured of consideration by the Commission in this 
study, written statements should be submitted at the earliest practi- 
cable date, but no later than September 9, 1981. All submissions 
should be addressed to the Secretary of the Commission at the Com- 
mission’s office in Washington, D.C. 

By order of the Commission. 

Issued: April 23, 1981. 

Kennetu R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


In the Matter of 
Certain MULTICELLULAR Investigation No. 337-TA-54 
Puastic Fitm 


Notice of Advisory Opinion 


AGENCY: U.S. International Trade Commission. 


ACTION: Notice is hereby given that the Commission has granted 
Canadian Tarpoly Co.’s request for an advisory opinion interpreting 
the exclusion order issued in the above-captioned investigation. 


AUTHORITY: The authority for this action is contained in section 
337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. § 1337) and section 211.54(b) 
of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (19 CFR 
211.54(b)). 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: On December 19, 1980, 
the Commission received a petition filed on behalf of Canadian 
Tarpoly Co., a Canadian manufacturer of multicellular plastic film. 
The petition requested an advisory opinion on the scope of the ex- 
clusion order issued by the Commission on June 29, 1979, at the con- 
clusion of the above-captioned investigation. Canadian Tarpoly 
proposes to move the manufacture of the plastic film it uses in the 
construction of its pool covers to the United States, export the plastic 
film to Canada for assembly of the pool covers, and then reship covers 
to the United States. Canadian Tarpoly has asked the Commission 
to issue an opinion as to whether this procedure would violate the 
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Commission’s exclusion order. The Commission has issued an advisory 
opinion that the procedure in question would not violate its order. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Christine Bliss, 
Esq., Office of the General Counsel, U.S. International Trade Com- 
mission, telephone 202-523-0375. 

By order of the Commission. 

Issued: April 28, 1981. 

KennetH R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


In the Matter of 


CrrtaIn Foop Suicers AnD Compo-; Investigation No. 337-TA-76 
NENTs THEREOF 


Commission Schedule for Filing Written Submissions on the Presiding 
Officer’s Recommendation; on Relief, Bonding, and the Public Interest; 
and for Requesting a Public Hearing 


AGENCY: U.S. International Trade Commission. 


ACTION: Request for written submissions regarding the presiding 
officer’s recommendation, relief, bonding, and the public interest in 
investigation No. 337-TA-76, Certain Food Slicers and Components 


Thereof. 


SUMMARY: Notice is hereby given that based on a motion for sum- 
mary determination (Motion 76-16) by complainant Prodyne Enter- 
prises, Inc., the presiding officer has issued a recommended determina- 
tion that there is a violation of section 337 of the Tariff Act of 1930 
(19 U.S.C. 1337), in the importation into the United States and sale of 
certain food slicers and components thereof that are the subject of the 
Commission’s investigation. Accordingly, Motion 76-16, the papers 
in support thereof, and the recommended determination have been 
certified to the Commission for review and a Commission determina- 
tion. No public hearing is presently scheduled in this matter. 
Interested persons may obtain copies of the nonconfidential version of 
the presiding officer’s recommendation (and all other public docu- 
ments on the record of the investigation) by contacting the Office of 
the Secretary, U.S. International Trade Commission, 701 E Street 
NW., Room 161, Washington, D.C. 20436, telephone 202-523-0161. 
Although no public hearing before the Commission is scheduled, 
requests for such a hearing will be considered by the Commission. 
If a public hearing is requested and the Commission grants that 
request, the hearing will be held on Thursday, May 28, 1981. SUP- 
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PLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Written submissions on patent 
validity, infringement, and injury. The Commission hereby requests 
that the parties submit briefs on the following issues: (1) the valid- 
ity of U.S. Letters Patent 3,766,817, particularly as to the ques- 
tions of anticipation and obviousness; (2) the infringement of claim 
6 andjor claim 7 of U.S. Letters Patent 3,766,817 by the accused 
Mishan slicer, particularly as to the issue of the “cutting element 
having one end looped around the portion of said one leg’’ in view of 
the doctrine of file wrapper estoppel; and (3) the question of whether 
the alleged unfair act or unfair method of competition has an effect or 
tendency to destroy or substantially injure an industry efficiently and 
economically operated in the United States, particularly as to the 
issues of whether the unfair act is the infringement of U.S. Letters 
Patent 3,766,817 by respondent Mishan, by other respondents who 
have been terminated on the basis of licensing and/or settlement agree- 
ments, by other persons unknown or by all or some of the above, and 
having defined the unfair act, whether the uncontroverted facts are 
sufficient as a matter of law to establish an effect or tendency to de- 
stroy or substantially injure an efficiently and economically operated 
U.S. industry. Such briefs must be filed no later than Friday, May 22, 
1981. 

Written submissions on relief, bonding, and the public interest. If the 
Commission finds that a violation of section 337 has occurred, it 
may issue (1) an order which could result in the exclusion of the 
subject articles from entry into the United States and/or (2) an order 
which could result in one or more respondents being required to 
cease and desist from engaging in unfair methods of competition or 
unfair acts in the importation and sale of such articles. Accordingly, 
the Commission is interested in receiving written submissions which 
address the form of relief, if any, which should be ordered. 

If the Commission finds that a violation of section 337 has occurred 
and orders some form of relief, the President has 60 days to approve 
or disapprove the Commission’s action. During this period, the subject 
articles would be entitled to enter the United States under a bond in an 
amount determined by the Commission and prescribed by the Sec- 
retary of the Treasury. The Commission is therefore interested in 
receiving written submissions concerning the amount of the bond, 
if any, which should be imposed. 

If the Commission concludes that a violation of section 337 has 
occurred and contemplates some form of relief, it must consider 
the effect of that relief upon the public interest. The factors which 
the Commission will consider include the effect that an exclusion 
order and/or a cease and desist order would have upon (1) the public 
health and welfare, (2) competitive conditions in the U.S. economy, 
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(3) the U.S. production of articles which are like or directly competitive 
with those which are the subject of the investigation and (4) U.S. 
consumers. The Commission is therefore interested in receiving 
written submissions concerning whether the aforementioned public 
interest factors preclude relief in this investigation. 

All written submissions on relief, bonding and the public interest 
must be filed not later than the close of business on Friday, May 22, 
1981. 

Request for hearing. Written requests for a hearing before the Com- 
mission must be received by the Office of the Secretary no later than 
Friday, May 15, 1981. Any request for a hearing must state in detail 
the reason for such request, including the reasons why the issues in 
question cannot be addressed adequately by means of written 
submissions. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: The original copy and 11 true 
copies of all written submissions must be filed with the Office of the 
Secretary not later than May 22, 1981. Any person desiring to discuss 
confidential information, or to submit a document (or a portion 
thereof) to the Commission in confidence, must request in camera 
treatment unless the information has already been granted such treat- 
ment by the presiding officer. All such requests should be directed to 
the Secretary to the Commission and must include a full statement of 
the reasons why the Commission should grant such treatment. 
Documents or arguments containing confidential information ap- 
proved by the Commission for in camera treatment will be treated 
accordingly. All nonconfidential written submissions will be avail- 
able for public inspection at the Secretary’s Office. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Warren H. Maru- 
yama, Esq., Office of the General Counsel, U.S. International Trade 
Commission, telephone 202-523-0143; Scott M. Daniels, Esq., Office 
of the General Counsel, U.S. International Trade Commission, tele- 
phone 202-523-0480. 

By order of the Commission. 

Issued: April 28, 1981. 

Kennetuo R. Mason, 
Secretary. 


Investigation No. 731-TA-30 (Final) 
Unrefined Montan Wax From East Germany 


AGENCY: U.S. International Trade Commission. 


ACTION: Notice of postponement of prehearing conference and 
hearing. 
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SUMMARY: The U.S. International Trade Commission announces 
the postponement of the prehearing conference and the hearing on 
unrefined montan wax. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Judith Case, U.S. 
International Trade Commission, 202-523-0339. 


SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: The prehearing conference 
which had been scheduled for May 21, 1981, and the hearing in this 
investigation which had been scheduled for June 8, 1981, have been 
postoned until further notice. The Commission’s prehearing conference 
and hearing have been postponed as a result of the postponement by 
the United States Department of Commerce, for up to 60 days, of 
its final determination, as to the question of whether unrefined 
montan wax from East Germany is being, or is likely to be sold in the 
United States at less than fair value. The prehearing conference and 
the hearing will be rescheduled at such time as Commerce makes its 
final determination, and a notice will be published with these dates, 
at that time. 

The Commission will prepare and place on the record by May 20, 
1981, a staff report containing preliminary findings of fact, the public 
portion of which will be made available to interested persons. Com- 
mission rule 207.22, requiring the submission of prehearing state- 
ments by parties within 15 days of release of the staff report is waived 
for purposes of this investigation to allow parties time to address all 
relevant issues which may develop. The date for submission of the 
prehearing statements will be announced in the Commission notice 
rescheduling the prehearing conference and the hearing. 

By order of the Commission. 

Issued: April 28, 1981. 

Kennetu R. Mason, 
Secretary. 





U.S. Customs Service 


Treasury Decisions: 
Carrier Bond 
Cotton Textile Products—Restriction on Entry/Singapore 
Cotton, Wool and Manmade Fiber Textile Products—Restric- 
tion on Entry/Mexico 
Foreign Currencies: 
Variance from quarterly rate; April 20-24, 1981 
Daily certified rate; April 20-24, 1981 
Reimbursable Services—Excess Cost of Preclearance Opera- 


Suspension of Sections 10.38 and 10.39 of Customs Regulations. 81-124 
Synopses of drawback decisions 
Radios, speakers and antennas 
Steel bars, steel balls, metal retainers 81-122-B 
Plywood 
Steel plates 
Eyorasercen sunassompnes. .. . 2... -. 2... --.5.5.- 81-122-E 
Carbon, activated 81-122-F 
Paranox 105 81-122-G 
Clam nectar, chowder, and oyster stew 81-122-H 
Film, sensitized graphic arts and industrial 81-122-I 
Steel wire rope 
and 81-122-K 
Polysar butyl rubber 8i-122-L 
Ethyl monochloroacetate 81-122-M 
Dynamic random access memories_-_-_. --___-._-___-_.__-_. 81-122-N 
Glass lamination strips 81-122-O0 
Engines, diesel 81-122-P 
Tractor cabs, completely knocked down 81-122-Q 
Stepper motors, drive motor assemblies 81-122-R 
Laser printer mechanisms and casework 81-122-S 
Norethindrone 
Benzenoid chemicals 
MOIVOUNGIONG TOI. . 2 Seo. So ce eee esac ke _~-- 81-122-V 
Tobacco 81-122—W 
81-122-X 
Plywood and hardboard substrates s 81-122-Y 
Bar steel, deformed hollow 
Synopses of drawback decisions 
Hydroquinone 81-123-A 
Thioglaycolic acid 
Diethylmetaaminophenol 
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Treasury Decisions—Continued 
Synopses of drawback decisions—Continued 
Leather in the rough 
81-123-H, 81—-123—K, 81-123-M, 81-123-N, 81-123-Q, 81-123-S 
Sugar, hard and liquid refined 
Tricyclohexyltin hydroxide 


Yarn, polyester. 

Stainless steel coils 

Spring steel 

Electron gun assembly 

Yarn, raw filament nylon and polyester 
Steel bars, alloy 

Sausage rollstock, artificial fibrous 
Vinyl plasticizers; resins 

Sodium sulfonate 
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